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Executive Summary

Introduction

For decades now, Lewiston, Auburn, Lisbon and Sabattus have committed the vast majority of
their transportation funding to the promotion of the private automobile. This has allowed for
continued economic growth and development. However, it is also clear that it is also important
to support long-term investments that will make bicycling and walking a viable and attractive
choice of travel.

These choices are of critical importance to many residents in Lewiston, Auburn, Lisbon and
Sabattus, as many residents (over one third in the 2000 Census) do not have an option to drive.
In parts of downtown Lewiston-Auburn in particular, as many as fifey.percent of households do
not own a car. The downtown areas of these communities, built: efore the® utomoblle, possess
a number of assets that facilitate bicycling and walking. Accord?hg to the 2000 Census, about
half of Lewiston-Auburn’s residents live within a two-mlle‘rad:ﬁs of dowdtown a reasonable

dlstance for walklng and blcycllng to the Bates Ml” or Gr at Falls Plaza. h‘x:leecfl most of the

¥ ’é',
Public officials and residents alike have already consisten t”lymvmced supportfor physical
improvements to the region’s bicycling and walkmg ne:l:work. Based on.asurvey completed by
Healthy Androscoggin, an organization that, among’ other tasks promotes exercise for

Androscoggin-area residents, additional pedestrian and: cycie facdmes are in high demand. The
survey identified that greater opportunities for pédestrtans as: weﬂ as connections to
recreational facilities are important to‘area resfc’fzms, ‘as well as developments of all kinds in the
downtown and riverfront areas in tbe mﬁmcnpahtles surveyed

On a positive note, it appears tbatthe corner may haVe be“en turned on a decline in pedestrian
and bicycle safety asawell.as the provision. of facilities in Lewiston, Auburn, Lisbon and Sabattus.
All of the mumcxpalmes have expressed an'interest in upgrading facilities. Lewiston is in the
process of providing a trail system along the. Aﬂdroscoggln between Island Point and the
Veteran’s Memorial Bridge.” Auburn has extem:led its Riverwalk facility north to Court Street,
and the’ Aub;,lrn Mall area recepdy received roadway upgrades that included bicycle lanes and
improved pedé,strlan facilities. 'Lisbon has been moving aggressively to expand its trail system,
including the Paper Mill Trail. And Sabattus has identified numerous locations where future trail
and pathway develo ment would be possible.

Challenges for B"rqycli_ng‘fqu Walking

Although they are heaf%ﬁt)";‘affordable, fun, and good for the environment, walking and bicycling
face numerous challenges. The National Bicycling and Walking Study conducted by the United
States Department of Transportation identifies three primary reasons:

Distance: People live further away from where they want to shop, work, and play. Based on
the 2000 Census, from 1990 to 2000, Androscoggin County lost almost 1,500 people but gained
over 2,000 housing units, particularly in the once rural towns of Durham, Greene, Minot,
Poland, Sabattus, and Turner. Spreading out means longer distances and longer commutes to
the store, the office, the park, or the doctor, trips which are increasingly made by car. While
both Lewiston and Auburn appear to be on a growth trajectory, the overall trends do not
appear to have changed significantly as we look ahead to the 2010 Census. However, with
improved connections for those who use a bicycle or travel on foot, the desire to live in
downtown areas could increase.
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Safety: Historically, shopping centers and subdivisions have been built without adequate access
for people arriving by foot or by bike. In many cases, even where these facilities may be
internally designed for other modes, connections to the nearby roadway network provide few
opportunities for non-motorized traffic. The region’s arterial and collector roads, often being a
difficult environment for other modes and carrying the vast majority of car and truck traffic, as a
result have the majority of pedestrian and bicycle accidents in the Lewiston/Auburn/Lisbon/
Sabattus area. By planning for people as well as for cars, transportation projects and new land-
use developments can ensure safer access, mobility, and choice for all residents. And newer
transportation improvements, such as the Auburn Mall Master Plan, reflect a desire to
accommodate other modes, with sidewalks, visible crosswalks, and designated bicycle lanes.

A review of the crash data revealed that other than the potential for placement of striped

shoulders or bicycle lanes, locations with a cluster of bicycle or pedestnan cidents did not
have a definable or correctable patterns. However, educatish of blcychsts edestrians, and
drivers overall may increase awareness and help to mmlmﬁ”e safety ris

Attraction: Without a doubt, most streets in LeW|ston Auburn, Lisbon and Sa.battus are(largely
oriented to cars. But well-designed corridors are not only’ safe, they are places to greet
neighbors and linger with friends. With Lewiston, Auburn;, and Lisbon losing almost eight
percent of their population from 1990 to 2000, urban downtowns. and Vvillages have become
focal points for revitalization. Projects such as Gas/leght Park in Lew;ston, the Paper Mill/Ricker
Trail network in Lisbon and Riverwalk in Aubum all help to attract busmesses to locate to
southern Androscoggin County, draw visitors nd offce workers to spend money, and increase
the quality of life for all residents. ‘ ' g

The Long Range Facilities Plan is |ntended to serve as a gmde to help municipal officials and
other community leaders in the Lewuston Auburn, Lisbon-and Sabattus area build a seamless
network of bicycle and pedestrjan facilities over the next 20 to 25 years. Since the region’s first
Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan was comple}:ed in 1995 and updated in 2002, the Lewiston, Auburn,
Lisbon and Sabmus area has utlllzéd sevenal million dollars in state, federal and local resources
for the con;truc‘aen of sndewa&ks, bike !anes, shoulders, and paved pathways. To update the
2002 plapg. the Androscogg;n Transportatlon Reésource Center (ATRC) launched a project
commiftee and planning process. that will mesh with their overall Transportation Plan Update,
the gui dlng document for Iongetermdnvestments made for roads, highways, transit, rail, freight,
air, and b;cyclmg and walking facllmés in the ATRC region.

As part of thisvgroject, ATRC is pﬁblishing a 2030 Vision for the region’s bicycling and walking
network. What followsis a discussion of the various components of the Plan to make this
Vision a possibility, with the’primary emphasis on the Engineering component, including facilities
recommendations, funding strategies, and policy objectives, all requiring significant investments.

These investments will not be made all at once. Construction will be incremental. Primary
responsibility will rest with each community’s elected, planning and public works officials, who
have the authority to implement policies that ensure all roads, subdivisions, shopping areas, and
other developments include bicycle and pedestrian facilities. Schools, businesses, community
groups and other stakeholders will play an important role in designing, building, maintaining, and
promoting these facilities, as well as in identifying future routes yet to be discovered. However,
this update Plan provides not only various goals for specific facilities, but also provides a certain
level of prioritization in order to make clear which projects are considered very important to
the four communities adopting the plan.

Bridging the Gaps: 2008 Update Page iv - Brekesnoyn rons

“ o e 0 T T el o S I CORNRE



Overview of the Plan/2030 Vision

Maijor Strategies for New Facilities

The Plan is largely the engineering and policy component of the following broader strategies for
a Plan:

¢ Education: Provide information to the Communities comprising the plan as to the options of
travel and the need for healthy modes of living.

¢ Encouragement: Promote the use of other modes through the dissemination of mapping and
related information, as well as promotion of other modes by employers.

¢ Engineering: Allocate funding for facilities, resulting in the desngn and construction of new
facilities.

correct practices for bicycling and walking.

Facilities in Plan

% Paths (Multi-Use): Pathways gmded and lmproved such’ that pedestrians, bicyclists, and other
non- motorlzedmedﬁs may utfézze»ﬂfe; faC|I|ty for travel or recreation

< th(de anes A shoulder treatment at least four feet in width, striped and designated
spec:ﬂcaify for bicycles et

¢ Bicycle vutes. Roadways wlth seme level of designation for bicycles, typically signage and/or
inclusion ' on mapping e

The Plan is based on théifollowing principles for inclusion of specific facilities:

% Accessibility: Provides access for high population densities or a critical-need population
¢ Safety: Minimizes conflicts between non-motorized and motorized modes

¢ Connectivity: Provides linkages to and from significant destinations, such as downtowns, and is
in close proximity to transit modes, such as the citylink bus service

¢ Attractiveness/Usability: Ideally, a facility will be scenic as well as relatively level, in order to
attract the broadest array of users

% Cost: A facility should be completed in conjunction with larger projects when applicable,
minimize right-of-way impacts, and be based on sound engineering practice
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Mapping

The facility maps are included in the back of this report, and they include recommendations for
paths, multi-use paths, and various bicycle facilities. In addition, significant additional mapping for
pedestrian facilities is available through LA Trails at http://www.latrails.org/.

Funding Strategies
The Plan recommends a number of funding strategies, including the following:

¢ BTIP Funding: The majority of state and federal funding, allocated on a biannual basis

¢ Safe Routes to School: Funds available from the federal government for walking and biking
facilities within two miles of an elementary or middle school *»

% Community Development Block Grants: Federal funds for lmpmvéments i ébwntown areas,
which can include transportation facilities

R/
0.0

K/
0.0

infrastructure lmprovements

% Impact Fees: Use of a “pay-as-you-go” system where'
share toward specific infrastructure improyémse

References for Facility Selection

The facilities themselves were seleczed and based on tbe followmg

The existing mapping providéd: for the 2002 Plan/2025 V15|on

Interviews with Staff of Rainbow B:cycle & Fitness (Auburn) and Roy’s Bicycle Shop
(LeW|ston) oy

< Pamup:monlyev:ew of other planmng effarts, including the 2002 Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan,
East Coast Greenway, Androscoggin Land Trust, Empower, Auburn Water and Sewerage
Distl’lct plans, and plans fer commerqal ‘developments

R Work thh community groups, including the Androscoggin Land Trust, LA Trails, Healthy
Androscoggm and Empower,Lewlston

5

X

53

¢

With these andb_‘ her recommendatlons in mind, the hope is that bicycling and walking become
an increasingly important part of the overall transportation system in Lewiston, Auburn, Lisbon
and Sabattus. The benefts will be less traffic congestion, a healthier public, more options for
travelers, and increased opportunity for those without automobiles.

i L e ey e €t e s
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Chapter 1: Safety Assessment

Prior to the selection of facilities or other recommendations, the overriding issue of importance
is to determine the potential safety issues in for Lewiston, Auburn, Lisbon and Sabattus as they
relate to bicycles and pedestrians. What follows is an assessment of potential crash issues and
any recommendations that come from this assessment.

Pedestrian Collisions: During the period 2005 to 2007, there were 73 incidents involving
pedestrians in Auburn, Lewiston, Lisbon and Sabattus. The majority of these were at
intersections as opposed to roadway segments. The overall crash information is summarized on
the following table:

Town
Name

Pedestrian Collisions: 2005-2007

Data

Crash Year

Pt

Grand Total

2005

2006

2007

Auburn

Total Number of Crashes
Total Fatalities

Total Incapacitating Injuries
Total Evident Injuries
Total Possible Injuries

Lewiston

Total Number of Crashes
Total Fatalities

Total Incapacitating Injuries
Total Evident Injuries
Total Possible Injuries

v

Lisbon

Total Number of Crasbes

Total Fatalities :
Total Incapaqtatlgg ln;urtes
Total Evident In]unes

Total Possible. Injuries ?

Sabattus

Total"Number of Crashes. = = »
T Total Fatalities -

Total Incapacnt&gng Injuries

+|, Total Evident Injuries |
| Total Possible Injuries

Grand Total Number of Crashes

N

N

~
WWwlo —— O NOOO — —|h

Grand Total Fatalities

Grand Total Incapacitating Injuries

w

Grand Total Evident Injuries

(48]
1%, ]

Grand Total Possible Injuries
Source: MaineDOT

Ol=|ln|—|vilo — —o NM|[oo OO O|lLlNN — UIh WINO

21

Lewiston experienced the vast majority of collisions, at 75 percent of the total, with Auburn at
21 percent, and Lisbon and Sabattus with a few scattered incidents. Eighteen percent of the
collisions, thirteen incidents, resulted in serious injuries to the pedestrians that incapacitated
them. Three incidents resulted in pedestrian fatalities, scattered evenly between Auburn,

Lewiston and Sabattus.

Bicycle Collisions: During the period 2005 to 2007, there were 41 incidents involving bicyclists
in Auburn, Lewiston, Lisbon and Sabattus. Similarly to the pedestrian incidents, the majority of
these were at intersections as opposed to roadway segments. The overall crash information is

summarized on the following table:
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Bicxcle Collisions: 2005-2007

Town
Name

Data

‘Crash Year

2005 2006 2007

Grand Total

Auburn

Total Number of Crashes
Total Fatalities

Total Incapacitating Injuries
Total Evident Injuries

Total Possible Injuries

A W N O O

Lewiston

Total Number of Crashes
Total Fatalities

Total Incapacitating Injuries
Total Evident Injuries
Total Possible Injuries

w
o

Lisbon

Total Number of Crashes
Total Fatalities

Total Incapacitating Injuries
Total Evident Injuries
Total Possible Injuries

Sabattus

Total Number of Crashes
Total Fatalities

Total Incapacitating Injuries
Total Evident Injuries
Total Possible Injuries

Grand Total Number of Crashes

£

Grand Total Fatalities

Grand Total Incapacitating Injuries

Wo|l=—lO — 00 —|O—0O0 O —|V N — O

Grand Total Evident Injuries

N
N

Grand Total Possible Injuries

Source: MaineDOT

o|lw|lo|lo|ifo oo olo—oco —-|vMurmooNlaNvo OO

hlvo|N|Oo|ln|o — 0 @ —=|O

wun—lo=|looocooloeooolwsroovjo—-——0ON

(%)

As with the gédéstrian incidents, l,,ewistc‘vn‘expj‘_erienced the vast majority of collisions, at 73
percent of the total, with Aﬂb;urn_a't 22 percent; Lisbon and Sabattus had one incident each. Itis
interesting to-note that bicyclists as a whole are less likely to be seriously injured than
pedestrians. Only seven percent of the collisions, three incidents, resulted in serious injuries to
the bicyclists that incapacitated them; no fatalities were recorded.

Analysis of Crash Locdt‘ion‘s‘;}While most locations experiencing a collision between a
pedestrian or bicyclist with-a motor vehicle only took place once in a three-year period, thus
being a rather random event, several locations experienced multiple collisions with pedestrians
or bicycles. These locations are discussed below with accompanying collision diagrams
illustrating the incidents. In addition, the three fatal incidents involving pedestrians are also
diagrammed and discussed.

Court Street at Union Street and Minot Avenue (Auburn)

From 2005 to 2007, this location experienced two pedestrian collisions and one bicycle
collision. The bicycle collision, which occurred in 2005, took place when an intoxicated bicyclist
was riding in the wrong direction on the sidewalk on Minot Avenue toward Union Street and
crossed in front of a left turning vehicle with a green arrow. The pedestrian collisions both
occurred in 2006. The first one involved a pedestrian running quickly across Union Street from

Bridging the Gaps: 2008 Update
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Dennys to CVS and being struck by a vehicle destined for Minot Avenue. The second incident
involved an adolescent running across the northwest approach of Court Street against the traffic
signal and being struck by a vehicle destined for downtown Auburn; in this case, the pedestrian
was seriously injured.

Court Street at Union Street and Minot Avenue
|

In the case of this location, the design of the mtersectton does not a)apear to have played a role
in these incidents, other than the fact4Hat:t is'a wide mtersectten with multiple approach lanes
for each approach; it also should be’ noted that no ;bicycle lanesmr shoulders are available at this
location. The bicyclist and pedgstr;ans ‘did not use fam{mes and signal phasing correctly.

Park Avenue from Lake. Street 1 to, !.qtfitgop Street (Auburn)

This incident involving a pedestrian and a vehicle resulted in a pedestrian fatality. An elderly
person was checking for the mail and was struck by the mirror of a passing vehicle, which was

)
B tation Resewres
‘ T e et s o e 5 vt
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enough to knock the individual over and result in death. Although this incident appears to be
the result of driver inattention, bicycle and pedestrian facilities on Park Avenue are limited, and
a recent corridor study has called for a combination of improved sidewalks, bicycle
lanes/shoulders, and some traffic calming to call attention to other modes along this corridor
and to improve safety.

Main Street at Bates Street (Lewiston)

Main Street at Bates Street had four bicycle-related collisions from 2005 to 2007. The first
incident involved a young bicyclist (12 years old) riding the wrong way on the sidewalk
(northbound on the left side of the road) being struck by a vehicle exiting Bates Street. The
second incident was very similar, involving a |2-year-old riding on the left side of the road on
the sidewalk headed southbound being struck by a vehicle exiting Bates Street. This resulted in
an incapacitating injury to the bicyclist. The third collision occurred in almést the same manner,
with a bicyclists traveling the wrong way on Main Street souﬂ?!df und being struck by a vehicle
exiting Main Street. The fourth incident, talking place two weeks aft,er the third incident,
occurred in the precisely the same manner as the second and thi élncid(&ntS. e

1
l Main Street at Bates Street

L

1 .

All of these incidents ‘tqpké‘lace ‘when bicyclists were on the wrong side of the roadway, and
typically on the sidewalk. It should be noted, however, that there are no shoulders or bicycle
lanes along Main Street. Itis recommended that either the roadway be restriped, if possible, or
that the parallel route along the Androscoggin River be adequately signed such that bicyclists are
more aware of it.

Bartlett Street at Pine Street (Lewiston)

From 2005 to 2007, Bartlett Street at Pine Street experienced two pedestrian-related collisions.
Both were similar in that the motorists did not react to pedestrians crossing Bartlett Street; one
of the incidents resulted in a serious injury to one of the legs of the pedestrian. Based on the a
review of the information, the one-way configuration of Pine Street may contribute to incidents
at this location, as drivers on Bartlett Street tend to look one way when crossing the street.
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T
rPine Street at Bartlett Street

7R

Bartlett Street at Pine Street |
|

Park Street at Chestnut Street (Lewiston)

« i |cb
Park Street at Chestnut Street | 4 g
T 1%

b

This location experiehﬁé_d;ﬁ fatal collision between a motorist and a pedestrian in 2007. An
older individual was crossing Park Street near Kennedy Park toward Chestnut Street in the
crosswalk and was struck by the motorist. The resulting injuries were fatal to the pedestrian.
This location may benefit from a more aggressive crosswalk treatment, such as a raised
crosswalk or an inlaid treatment calling attention to the crossing.
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Lisbon Street at Chestnut Street (Lewiston)

This location experienced two pedestrian collisions from 2005 to 2007. The first occurred in
August of 2005 when a driver turned left from Chestnut Street eastbound to Lisbon Street and
struck an individual in a wheelchair. In March 2006, the second incident occurred when a driver
got out of a vehicle parked on Lisbon Street and was struck by another vehicle, which resulted

in a hit-and run incident. At this location, both incidents appear to be the fault of a driver and
not necessarily a design deficiency.

Lisbon Street at Chestnut Street
1

Liseol 1]

8

Walnut Street at Pierce Streqz_"(k'_ﬁi“ston)

Walnut at Pierce.waS'“me.,sjte of fwb,'hit-‘and-run collisions. The first began as a conflict
between two.individuals that-resulted in the driver running over the pedestrian’s foot, while the
other was a wife driving:deliberately into her husband, based on police and criminal reports.
Neither;incident was related to design deficie ncies.

M' / o4 Walnut Street at Pierce Street ‘

. - 330

_peR. AN "
SRl -

WAL w = 1 e X _—
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Upland Road/Route 196 from Mill Street to Ridge Road (Lisbon)

A fatality occurred at this location when a MaineDOT surveyor was struck by a driver. Based
on the investigation, blown over signage may have played a role, but the surveyor was wearing
an orange vest for visibility, and was in the paved shoulder at the time. As the event appears to
be based on driver inattention, the fatality does not appear to be based on a design failure.

I
Upland Road from Mill Street to Ridge Road
. —

Based on a review of the significant crash lpcatlons, the main; tssue appears to be a lack of
bicycle facilities in the downtown ar‘eas However, and more Unfortunately, most of these
incidents range from driver |nattentlon to actual premeditated action.

This being said, itis recommended that certam safety-related policies and procedures be
enacted and. followed as they relate to blcyeles and pedestrians. These include, but should not

< Provlde extensive blcycle, nd p%destrlan educatlon programs at schools to teach students
about the cules of the road.

<> Install medlans«on wider readways with multiple travel lanes where feasible

s Complete ped&stnan counts at key locations to determine if more aggressive treatments,
such as pede§tnan-actuated signals or raised crosswalks would be appropriate

% Evaluate urban |nter§g“tft|ons operating under capacity to determine if an exclusive
pedestrian phase would be appropriate, such as along Lisbon Street in downtown Lewiston

¢ Install visible crosswalks where desired, and at key locations, utilize more durable
treatments, such as thermoplastic, or an inlaid treatment like DuraTherm/Jarvis imprint

¢ Establish truck routes through the urban core in order to minimize truck traffic on non-
designated streets

% Where feasible and particularly on local (non collector or arterial) streets, revise curb radii
to reduce crossing widths and, as such, time pedestrians spend crossing the street

% As discussed in other sections of this Plan, evaluate wide sections of roadways to determine
if it is feasible to stripe shoulders and/or bicycle lanes

i
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Chapter 2: Classification/Description of Plan Facilities

For the purposes of this Plan, there are several classifications of facilities and amenities for
bicycles and pedestrians. The designations discussed below for each category of facility have
been compiled for the purposes of this Plan, and have been adapted from the classifications set
forth by the California Highway Design Manual and additionally elaborated in the Institute of
Transportation Engineers publication Review of Planning Guidelines and Design Standards for Bicycle
Facilities.

Class A Pedestrian Facilities: Sidewalks

The most typical pedestrian-exclusive facility is a sidewalk, which provides a separate space for
non-motorized travel of the walking or wheelchair variety. The Aifiggicans with Disabilities Act
(available as ADA Standards for Accessible Design, published by the .epartment ‘of Justice) requires
that sidewalks have a slope of less than five percent. In addmon, access to tﬁe sidewalks should
be provided by curb ramps that have slopes of no more rj‘ian elght Rgrcenr.. If@these grades are
exceeded, hand rails should be provided along the ramps/51dewalks or alternatxve routessbe
provided. At the bottom of the ramps, some type of tactile detectlon should.be pf%sed to
provide guidance to visually impaired persons that a roadway crossmg is |mm|nent. 4

\: 4

Sidewalks should also provide adequate width for an mdtyldual ina wheeTchalr to maneuver
without striking fixed objects within the sidewalk./As such; typical 5|dewalks are a minimum of
four feet in width, although five to six feet is recommended which provides adequate width for
two individuals in wheelchairs to pass each other by Inidowntown areas where pedestrian
traffic can be heavy, determinations exist as publiished in the d}gh}vay Capacity Manual for
additional width determinations. In some,of thecentral business district locations, ten to
twenty feet is not uncommon. Lastly, some delineation from the vehicular travel way should be
provided, either in the form of an elevated section with curbing, or a grassy esplanade or swale.

8| There are over 150 miles of sidewalks in the

i communities of Lewiston, Auburn, Lisbon and
Sabattus. As determined in the 2002 Plan,
the majority (75 percent) of these facilities
were in adequate condition for most
pedestrians. However, many still do not have
curb ramps, although at this time, wherever
sidewalks have been added or reconstructed,
ramps and related facilities have been added,
be it along Route 196 in downtown Lisbon
Falls, or along Turner Street by the Auburn
Mall.

The region is little more than halfway toward
the goal of having sidewalks on both sides of
arterials and collectors within the urban core.
However, at this time, many of the obstacles prohibiting additional sidewalks along major travel
corridors are significant, ranging from insufficient right-of-way to grading and drainage issues to
funding deficiencies. Regardless of these issues, this goal should remain.

Sidewalks along EIm Street, Auburn
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Network Gaps in Sidewalk Facilities for Plan Municipalities

‘Network Gaps

Examples

No sidewalks
on either side
of road

Auburn: All or portions of Gracelawn Road, Hotel Road, Lake Auburn Avenue,
Manley Road, Park Avenue, Turner Street Lewiston: All or portions of Adams
Avenue, Central Avenue, Fair Street, Montello Street, South Avenue, Webber
Avenue, Scribner Boulevard Sabattus: High Street

Sidewalks on
only one side

Auburn: All or portions of Academy Street, Lake Street, Mechanics Row, Mount
Auburn Avenue, Poland Road, South Main Street Lewiston: All or portions of
Bartlett Street, College Street, East Avenue, King Avenue, Pleasant Street, Russell

of road Street, Webster Street Lisbon: All or portions of Lisbon Road, High Street,
Pleasant Street Sabattus: Green Street, Main Street

Discontinuous | Auburn: Center Street, Gamage Avenue, Minot Mem&g, Turngr Street,

sidewalks along Washmgton Street, Western Avenue LeW|sto anal “Main Street Lisbon:

road

without sidewalks. These locations indicate a location where pedesman
desire lines exist, but no facility exists. Such places are cIeaﬂy not AD/’(-.
compliant, and as such, can result in those with mob:hty/lssuefpo‘tenuaﬂy
having to utilize the street itself. #

As disft'ﬁsgéa above, completiri’g’g’a];s in the sidewalk network may be limited by physical
constramts such as severe topqgraphy or the presence of trees, utilities, and buildings set close
to the street: Other gaps mlght be3 addressed through the following sources:

{'}‘0

11/)

,'//

¢ Local capital lmrpmvement programs: Address short gaps, particularly on road segments not
scheduled for fu?%’reconstructlon in the Six Year Plan.

% Road reconstruction projects: Include sidewalks, new and rehabilitated, on both sides of

arterials and collectors within the urban core.

% New development: Require external and internal pedestrian access, such as new sidewalk

construction to the nearest connecting sidewalk (where feasible) or a reduction in parking
requirements to extend or construct a pathway.

Bridging the Gaps: 2008 Update
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Pedestrian Districts: Pedestrian _—
districts are dense, mixed-use :
locations within the urban core
where “people” traffic is both
expected and encouraged. Some
districts are located in downtown or
village settings that reflect a compact
pattern of development. Others are
anchored by major institutions, such
as hospitals, mills, colleges, and malls.
Whether they developed in the last
10 or 100 years, these locations are
characterized by mixed-use—homes,
apartments, businesses, offices, and
public buildings—and density—

multiple attractions in close proximity Lincoln Street in downtown Lewiston:
to one another. The following design &3 .L, e

i gesplanades, cm‘bm ). ig

KW o=
A E NN

J A ¥ )

«» Wider sidewalks on both sides of arterials and collectg
and street trees, all placed at a human scale

3

< Pedestrian treatment at intersections, such as to,uch-f;ee pede#tnan signals, curb extensions
to reduce crossing distance, landscaped medlanS’for [efdge, and textured crosswalks for

i }
visibility Ay S, &
= e
7

¢ Pedestrian amenltles, such as benches, ar;:work drit k;ngafouqtam,s, trash cans, telephones,

d

%+ Open space, such as squares, plzkias aﬁd courtyards v ’
% Linkages to other modes of ;r;nspenatlon sucﬁ as, blke,rackS and sheltered bus stops

PP

’ ]
[ 1 g it
o il o

Zoning and land- use,,pohues that support compact development will also facilitate walking (as

well as bicyclig

feet of space setback, sidewalk, street width)
in front of it

s Zero setbacks for retail and commercial
buildings with parking provided on the side or
in back

«» Orientation of building signs, awnings, and
facades to the street
% Preservation of historic architecture and

buildings through rehabilitation and adaptive
re-use

< Design guidelines to create and preserve the
unique character of a district

Densities of up to eight units per acre in this % Reduction in parking requirements to pay for

typical neighborhood on Goff Hill in Auburn green infrastructure, including open space,
result in a walkable, bike able area. pathways, and sidewsllks
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Paths and Multi-Use Paths

Approximately 50 miles of pathways are proposed on the region’s 2030 Vision Map. The
discussions on the following pages illustrate the proposed network as well as the high priority
pathway projects. In some cases, these alternate routes include on-road segments to address
gaps where right-of-way can not be acquired and to provide a seamless transition to the street
network.

Class B Pedestrian Facility: Paths

Most pedestrian-oriented pathways
are rural and recreational in nature,
i opportunities for hiking.

22 o
/ tir consistent colored
b blaze. 'ﬁ; ’&n range in spacing
;frpm a few' hygd’red feet in cases
g ' .’lle;‘e the trail elarity is low to every
800 to 1,000 feet where the trail location is v‘er"}"’élear In o occaswnal signage with the

name of a trail or distances to destinations should alsq ée pr
P 4 & }

Pedestrian-oriented trails and footpgths jﬁmber in z:hééhund , providing access to parks and
public lands such as Mt. Apatite. a%dil'horncrag, shortcuts ugh neighborhoods, such as Park
Avenue to Goff Hill, and long routes,fur cross country mnnlng, skiing, and mountain biking.
Although there is. no. .complete |nventory of off-road trails in the region, these could be mapped
f Unite z§tates Geolog;cal SuWey (USGS) maps and Global Positioning System
(GPS) umts.» ln _addition Tra4|s has’ “amextenswe database of trail facilities available. If desired,
some of£h: ese - informal trails. coufg be upgrade;l with grading, drainage and surface treatments
such as stone dust or better to rgsalt in a Class I-A facility, discussed as follows.

gl o8 ol

Class | -A’Bicycle Facilities: Mulﬂ-ste Paths

A multi-use path IS a tx»‘avel facuhty de5|gned solely for non-motorized modes of travel. In
addition to blcycfes, typtga“ﬂy “pedestrians are also permitted to utilize these facilities, as well as
equestrians and rollerbladers. As set forth in Review of Planning Guidelines and Design Standards
for Bicycle Facilities, pufﬁrshed by the Institute of Transportation Engineers, these facilities
typically have a fine gravel or stone dust surface treatment at a minimum, and ideally have a
bituminous asphalt or similar material to allow road bicycles to utilize the facility. Multi-use
paths should typically be graded at no more than an eight percent slope to allow cyclists of
varying abilities to utilize them.

A number of opportunities exist for multi-use paths in Lewiston, Auburn, Lisbon and Sabattus.
Ideally, these paths can be constructed on independent rights-of-way, such as abandoned
railroad beds, old trolley lines, canals, river corridors, and power lines. Although off-road and
separated routes offer unique benefits in terms of scenery and safety a path could be
constructed within the road right-of-way separated by a grassy buffer. In addition, if sufficient
right-of-way exists, a multi-use path could be constructed adjacent to an active rail line,
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something recently completed in the Hallowell area. There are over ten miles of multi-use
paths in the ATRC region, including the Union Street Gully Parkway, River Walk, Railroad Park,
the Ricker and Paper Mill Trails, Franklin Pasture Trail, and Gas Light Park.

The width of a multi-use path can also vary, depending on; both the Ieyel of use and the’types of
use intended. Many paths are eight to ten feet in width, which quvys for a four to five-foot
travelway in each direction. ldeally, each direction is §e’ﬁipated by a aa'.‘sﬁe”'d yellow line, similar
to the treatment used for a motorway. Wider w1dths, ‘such as twelve to twenty feet can allow
for separate lanes for bicycle and pedestrian traff icif so desxred

J‘/“

Winter maintenance for a multi-use path may d‘ ;end on its mtendedfuse If the path is
primarily recreational in nature, a mu;;;fcfpallty may optno allow snow to accumulate on the
route to allow for snowshoeing, crd%;s-c;aﬁntry sklmg, or other seasonal activities. However, if it
is determined that the path seryes: more ofa commuter (c e non recreational) purpose, the
facility should be kept clear of snow.f X

K ; ,-l 4
In the case of a path along an actlve raﬂ hne, a minimum separation of fifteen feet should be
provided fmm the edge of the path to**the ceaterllne of the railway with fencing, or 25 or more

feet if fen‘ ng is not used and grade separ‘aﬂon or vegetation is utilized as a buffer. Additional
|nformatlon can be found in the FH«SNA pubﬁca’clon Rails-with-Trails: Lessons Learned.

-“-’)‘),

On-Road Btcycle Fac:htles

Creating blcycle facdmes on exlstlng roads is the most cost efficient way to accommodate
bicyclists while maxlmtzmg publlc investment in right-of-way. A bicycle facility is created when
an appropriate design. tre@ﬂ‘nent is applied to a road. What is appropriate depends on the
road’s existing width, speed, and traffic volume, as well as the availability of alternate or parallel
routes for bicyclists. Currently, there are over 80 miles of roads in Androscoggin County with
paved shoulders of at least four feet, the minimum width necessary to safely accommodate
bicycles.

On-road bicycle facilities offer the advantage of providing clear striping to indicate for motorists
to move toward the center of the roadway as much as practicable, creating street space for
cyclists. As such, they also encourage bicyclists to ride on the road in the same direction as
traffic, where they are more visible to drivers. As a result, on-road facilities typically result in
more predictable turning movements by both drivers and bicyclists, which is when conflicts are
most likely to occur.
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Class 1-B Bicycle Facilities: Bicycle Boulevards (Shared Roadways)

Bicycle boulevards utilize existing roadways, typically
localized residential streets with low overall motorized
traffic volumes consisting of locally-destined vehicles.
These streets typically run in parallel with major
motorized traffic routes (or provide connections between
other routes) and provide a safer and more amenable
alternative to bicyclists, be they recreational or
commuter in nature.

Bicycle Boulevard, Berkeley, CA
(Berkeley Office of Transportation)

Bicycle boulevards typically have signage and markings specific to their use, making it clear that it
is a designated route. ldeally, they would also have wayfinding S|g{1age mform’mg bicyclists of
major destinations, such as the primary route parallel to ther bOaIe\iar‘d&n §dme other major

£ { = e N
point of interest, including other bicycle facilities. AFH A
o8 L 8 P C Rk
! )?ﬁé “ J'. : _.' E

and Auburn offer the greatest opportunities for bicycle bo/ulevafdé: Streets sucb as,Avon Street
and Brault Street in Lewiston would be possible candidates for sgch tr;atments ‘Nerth River

Road and Davis Street in Auburn also provide blcycle boulevard potenqﬁ

i? |
ot o g g

2
a‘;',ﬂ"a‘“ ) "-"'}i)'
Class Il Bicycle Facilities: Bicycle Lanes f;’, ! - ’,s';.f;(;_ e

The use of bicycle lanes allows for motorized and non-motorlzed ,traefﬁc to utilize the same
route with a minimum of conflict. Based on current cﬁterla pabﬁs in the Highway Design
Guide by AASHTO, the minimum accgpmbje Wldth ;s four feet, ‘while five feet is preferable,
particularly for an urban street wmh’curbmg As currentf-Mame law requires that a motorist
provide a minimum of three feetwhen passing a blcyc!e, ﬁve»feet allows for additional clearance
distance to m|n|m|ze the potenfial for a’motorlst to cross the center line of the roadway.

o"a’f

lanes )ﬁcludfﬁg portions of C gllege Street am%hncoln Street in Lewiston, as well as portions of
Main Street, Mount Auburn Avenue, and Turner Street in Auburn.

There are &gpro)umately twenty mﬁes of wide curb lanes in Lewiston and Auburn alone that
could be strlped to create bike ]an’es These urban streets have a minimum pavement width of
at least 30 feet, Whlch aﬂaws fQT two eleven-foot travel lanes and two four-foot bike lanes. Many
will not require mgrﬁﬁcantshﬁnges in traffic patterns, such as a reduction in the number of travel
lanes, the width of travel#anes, or the availability of on-street parking. However, as the changes
may result in relocating on-street parking to one side of the street only, a public process should
be initiated prior to any implementation. Striping could be accomplished during routine spring
maintenance or road resurfacing projects at minimal cost.

Bridging the Gaps: 2008 Update Page 13 Adnescongin Trassortston 5

‘ > e 2 e e ke 1 SR



Candidates for Bicxcle Lanes Via RestriEing

Auburn

Street Description Pavement Width (feet)
Court Street Fairview Street to Park Avenue 36-38
Dennison Street Gamage Avenue to Turner Street 30-36
Elm Street Minot Avenue to Main Street 44
Gamage Avenue Goff Street to Park Avenue 32-40
Goff Street Court Street to Gamage Avenue 34-36
Hampshire Street Gamage Avenue to Turner Street 32-36
Lake Auburn Avenue | Turner Street to Center Street by, . 30-34
Manley Road Hotel Road to Court Street A 30-36
Minot Avenue Western Avenue to Hotel Road ‘%, 50-54
Poland Road Minot Avenue to Hotel Road I }2—40 y.
Riverside Drive Mill Street to Brook Street 13245
Rodman Road Poland Road to Washington Street 30:35
Spring Street Elm Street to Hampshire Street s 34-44
Turner Street Union Street to Gracelavgr__;f?fé@d p 30-45
Lewiston

Ash Street Canal Street to Webster Street 32-36
Bartlett Street Oak Street to Adiams Avenue /- 34
Bates Street Oak Street to Birch Street |/ b 34-54
Birch Street Bates St’éét_‘—;f to Jefferson Street <0 32-36
Canal Street “*Main Street:to Cedar Street 26-42
Central Averiiie . Webster Street.to Russell Street 30-46
College Street Bates Stréet to Campus Avenue 32-38
East Avenue Lisbon Street to Montello Street 37-50
Lincoln Street . Cedar Syéet to Locust Street 30-44
Mollison Wgy s Main Street to Montello Street 32
Montello Street” . . -,_»~VO>I£Q/G,regri"”Road to Highland Spring Road 37

Park Street A ¥ E-'dak.St‘reet to Adams Avenue 24-34
Webster Street {“Central Avenue to Farwell Street 40-48

Class IlI-A Bicycle Facilities: Bicycle Routes with Paved Shoulders

Certain roadways may not have specific bicycle lanes or striping, but may still accommodate
bicycles. In the case of Class IlI-A facilities, these roadways have a paved shoulder four or more
feet in width, to allow for the safe passage of vehicles. In addition, signage designating the
roadway as such alerts motorists to the fact that bicycles will likely be present.

These treatments are particularly desirable for roadways with speeds posted in excess of 30
mph and daily traffic volumes of more than 3,000 vehicles per day, as this level of vehicular
traffic poses a chronic potential for conflicts with bicycles.

Bridging the Gaps: 2008 Update
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There are numerous such roadways with paved shoulders in the Lewiston, Auburn, Lisbon and
Sabattus area, including the following:

% Lewiston: Route 196, Route 126, Route 202, Alfred Plourde Parkway, Webster Street,
Pond Road

9,
*

Auburn: Route 4, Route 100, Route | |, Turner Street, Mount Auburn Avenue, Court
Street

Lisbon: Route 196, Route 9, Route 125
Sabattus: Route 126

&,
0‘0

)

New shoulders can and should be paved as part
of road reconstruction projects where feasible.
One recent project resulting in paved shoulders
is Route 136 in Durham, south of Auburn; this
route has been proven to be popular with
bicyclists, offering a connection to Brunswick and
Freeport. The Maine Department of

< 36m > : >
Transportation has developed a policy to pave 12' 4&9‘
shoulders during reconstruction when the road p “ = —
meets certain criteria, such as hlgh traffic VOIUI’K&S.#JT}’IIS‘* y.could serve as a guide for local

Bicycle lane on College Street,

Lewiston

The Highway Improvement Scoring Formula used by ATRC awards up to five points, out of 100,
for the creation of new bicycle and pedestrian facilities on roads scheduled for reconstruction.
This formula is detailed in the table on the following page:
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ATRC Point System for Bicycle/Pedestrian Facilities in Road
Reconstruction Projects

‘Points | Criteria ‘Example
5 The project is located in a pedestrian district and will include new and/or im- Central Ave (Lew)
proved bicycle/pedestrian facilities, such as bike lanes, sidewalks with esplanades, | Court St (Aub)
and other streetscape improvements and amenities. A pedestrian district is a Lisbon St (Lew)

dense, mixed use area where a high volume of “people” traffic is both expected | Turner St (Aub)
and encouraged, such as downtown Auburn and Lewiston, Lisbon Falls, Sabattus | Main St (Lisb)
Village, Auburn Mall, and Lewiston Mall.
4 The project will include NEW bicycle AND pedestrian facilities where none Park Ave (Aub)
exist but are warranted. Sidewalks are warranted on arterial and collector Bartlett St (Lew)
streets in the urban core. Bicycle facilities are warranted on rg4 dentlf ed as
bikeways on the ATRC 2030 Vision Map.
3 The project will include NEW bicycle OR pedestrian fagiliti Russell St (Lew)
but are warranted. Sidewalks are warranted on both{;ldes of artemal and collec- Stevens Mill (Aub)
tor streets in the urban core. Bicycle facilities are wa \ted on reafds xdenﬁﬁqd
as bikeways on the ATRC 2030 Vision Map. oy &
2 The project will replace existing bicycle and pedestnan‘%fa ties N ,«F‘;-"‘ Lake?St (Aub)
facilities have excessively deteriorated. e b
I The project will replace existing bicycle and pedestrlan%cﬂlt@,
walk modifications and re-striping of existing shou} LS.
0 No facilities are planned.

&
o ey
6 ¥ |

'nJ-

Sabattus St (Lew)

Class IlI-B Bicycle Facilities: Bicycle Routés ‘_ 4 _—————
with Wide Shared Lanes S

mph and 3,000 vehicles per day arepreferable)
the travel lanejcan be shared thh cars,and
bicycles. Iclﬁa} 4
fourteeryf@et in width. The Iar;e should" bef‘” :
strlpeg“w1 ha “sharrow” a sharga markmg &

SIgnaIrt}g to blcycllsts and motcznsts““ahke that the roadway travel way serves both uses.

Sharrows in NYC (courtesy Wikipedia)

A number of streets may fit lnto;.this category in the ATRC region. Ash Street, Birch Street,
and Mollison WA ay areall pofentia?candldates for this type of treatment in Lewiston. In Auburn,
Spring Street, Pdland Roaé por"uons of Turner Street and Gamage Avenue are good candidates.

Inclusion Criteria for Eacnhtues in Plan

The following Principles were used to select facilities for inclusion in the plan:

Accessibility: The facility or route...

‘0

* |s located near densely populated residential neighborhoods

®,

4

L)

» Provides easy access to significant destinations, such as downtown areas, parks, schools,
colleges, shopping districts, or business centers

L)

>

R/
>

Serves a specialized population likely to commute to a set destination point, such as
school children, senior citizens, college students, or the disabled

@,
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Safety: The facility or route...

% Follows or parallels a road without adequate facilities that bears high traffic volumes and
speeds, excessive turning movements, congested intersections, heavy truck traffic,

and/or a pattern of bicycle/pedestrian accidents (or calls for improving facilities on said
routes)

«» Minimizes conflicts with motor vehicles

Connectivity: The facility or route...

R/
%®

Provides a direct connection to an existing or scheduled transportation project

5

A5

Acts as a major connection between municipalities for those wishing to commute via
non-motorized roadways

5

o

Is, where feasible, located within a quarter mile (approxirr’\%tgly 1,300 feet) of a transit
route £, o

Route Attractiveness/Usability: The facility or route...

2
0.‘

Provides a pleasant or scenic travel corridor

% Is relatively flat, with few inclines over eight per:

,,

Cost: The facility or route...

R/
0.0

Can be implemented in conjunction with road improv
7 p—

% Contains adequate right-of-way

.0

% Costs in line with industry standards for s

R/
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Chapter 3: Additional Facility Recommendations

The facilities discussed in Chapter 2 of this report have their own design considerations.
However, additional considerations for specific facilities are also of great importance.

Traffic Signals

0
%

>

/7
*

0,
0‘0

Pedestrian Countdown Heads: Already finding favor in ATRC communities, it will be required
for all pedestrian heads to show the number of seconds remaining in the pedestrian phase.
Studies have shown that this results in less pedestrian and driver confusion.

Reduction in Traffic Signal Cycle Lengths: Primarily in urban locations, where capacity is not of
an issue, the cycle lengths should be made as short as reasonably possible to still
accommodate vehicle progression. Shorter cycle lengths result in lesstime waiting for
pedestrians to wait for their phase, and as a result, result iwa redui:ed p,,etentlal for a
pedestrian to cross “against” traffic. - 5

Right-Turn on Red: Maine traffic statutes allow for veh‘[cles to n"iﬁfke rlght:'tz_, 1s-at a red.ball
unless otherwise specified. In a location with sidewalks ‘and s;g’hlf“ icant pec kes:r ian-a ﬁflty,
this can result in potential conflicts between vehicles and pedestjzlans Thér‘efore, itis
recommended for the municipalities to examine locations w:ih traf{c signals for the
potential of placing “No Right Turn on Red” signage to mlnlmlze‘the ‘potential for such

conflicts. P 8 I

(LPI) is an exclusive pedestrlan phase fora brlef pe,lod of
time (typically in the order of three to seven.secénés :
depending on a specific locatron)ﬁha Atl"anSItIOI')S to a
concurrent pedestrian phase. Itisa compromlse
between an exclusive and cpncurrent pedestrian phas
phllosophy, prowdlng the opportunity for pedestrians to
i the intersection before vehicles proceed
ting in. less all-red tlmefor veh,gcles compared
to an:/exdumve pedesman pﬁase W'here determined A still excerpt from an LPI video.
ap;aropri’ate, this phasmg'ca‘ ‘;_n;prove safety as well as the  (Streetfilms)

fe%hngoﬁmsafety for pedesi:rtans A video providing a summary of how an LPI operates is

available for.viewing at

http: /fwww streetf” Ims o g&hwes/lpl-

Blank for

HAWK: At meiny mid- bl czk or otherwise Bdse
unsignalized pedestrla, crossings, various -
forms of pedestrian-actuated beacons have Ftashmg m w i ,.
been developed. More recently, a beacon JE

developed in Tuscon, Arizona has been retain
gaining acceptance in the engineering s;sady mj 01
community and is expected to be adopted : =
in future versions of the Manual of Uniform  jawk operational phases (ITE).

Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD). The

beacon is actuated by a pedestrian and goes through five phases prior to reaching its rest
stage. It is linked with standard pedestrian crossing heads. It should also be noted that the
HAWK is anticipated to be the preferred method of providing a signalized pedestrian
crossing at multilane roundabout approaches, as required by pending ADA requirements. A
video is available at http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ReNk2T5ay|c.
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Wayfinding Signagel/Kiosks

As discussed previously in this report, signage can play a
valuable role on designated bike routes, making it easier
for bicyclists to understand which roadways are desired.
Wayfinding signage is also important for all travelers, and
the height, design and clarity of the signage should take
into account the needs of non-motorized travelers.
Ideally, each town or cluster of towns would determine
an overall sign design for consistency, and employers
requiring signage could have signs constructed to adhere
to these standards.

At ma]or points of confluefice’for bi ycle routes,

provision of klosks,may‘Be h

copies of route and trail map§, a
Seattle trail wayfinding kiosks. information. T, <

Crosswalk Design

Unfortunately, pedestrians in a crosswalk
can still be at risk of being struck by a
vehicle, even if the crosswalk is striped.
The striping of two parallel lines for j
crosswalks, still done at many places in the o
ATRC region results in poor visibility for.,
drivers. From any significant distan;‘eithgi&ta
lines disappear from the driver’s eye. )
use of international standard cr’ossmg Y
marklngs (often referred toasa ™ %,
“continental” of * zebra c}gsswalk)ﬁwmh  Zebra crossing in Burnaby, British Columbia.
wide marlgmg paraﬂ ”M:o the dizection iof
vehncul@r traffifc should be u: ed,at all peaesman crossings. In addition, at locations where
wsrblllty is ,deSIred at all times, tﬁe munlqpaht"’ ies may wish to investigate alternatives to regular
paint. Al‘though crosswalks are: freqUentIy six feet in width in the ATRC municipalities, it is
recommended that eight feet be cor;5|dered a minimum width, with ten feet or greater in key
crossing Iocatlons ,

he N N S i

One commonly used matérial,ls thermoplastlc, a raised reflective material applied with heat that
bonds with the asphﬁlt pavement Although more costly, it lasts for several years if applied
correctly. Other, more-costly alternatives, such as DuraTherm or Jarvis imprint are inlaid
materials at the same level at pavement; these alternatives are significantly more costly, but are
worthy of investigating when a roadway is resurfaced; installed correctly, these methods will last
as long as the roadway surface itself. For maximum longevity, the crosswalk stripes should be
placed between the prevailing tire paths of motor vehicles.

Bicycle Storage Facilities

There are a variety of bicycle storage facilities within the ATRC communities, where such
facilities are available at all. However, few of these storage facilities meet modern bicycle
storage criteria. The majority of these facilities tends to be the older “radiator” (or “wheel-
bender”) style and can often result in damage to bicycles. It is recommended that the ATRC
communities update their technical standards to include requirements for contemporary

{ e L
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facilities, as well as requiring bicycle storage for all commercial and public facility site
development plans.

local requirements do not address lighting issues, Mainebil'&ha _
be referred to. In addition, a wealth of information is availgble in the AASHTQ puﬁ’iifzatlon
Informat:onal Guide for Roadway Ltghtmg In urban Iocatlonspr even rural locatld“ns expe,gtmg to

full-time use of facilities.

Lighting should be placed in cut-off fixtures that: prov "-e lig] 'only tod jareas, so as to
avoid issues of light pollution and intrusion upon adjacem areas, partlcularly residential. The
preferred types of lighting for pedestrlan or B’cycle use aﬁa mercury vapor, metal hallde, or
from that standpomt If low power consumptlon is deswable, h@gh -pressure sodium fixtures may
be used. In the future, other Ilghtlng technologles offering lor;gewty, brilliance, and low power
use such as light emitting diodes (LED ’s) and organic light-emitting diodes (OLED’s) may provide
additional opportunltles for blcycle and pedestrlan facilities.

Bicycle Fac;hties: Spedal Cases

X »-:
For the' mcst part well- deSIgned shoulders wblcycle lanes alongside standard vehicular travel
lanes are sufficient for safe passage for bicyclists. However, there are a few situations that in
partlcularmay warrant special treatments

5~JJJ

Large Slgnahzéd lntersemons Blcyde Boxes

Although there arenot -la ge number of signalized intersections with a significant number of
approach lanes in communities in the ATRC area, certainly there are several. Typically, as a
bicycle lane approaches a large signalized intersection, it is
stationed between the outer through lane and the right turn
lane. If a bicyclist wishes to turn left, he or she must ride with
traffic in a non-designated space, and if the bicyclist is in a dual
left lane or greater, or is not at the front of the queue, drivers
may not see him or her.

An identified solution to this situation is the use of the bicycle
box, which is an area approximately six to ten feet in width in
Green bicycle box in Portland, front of the stop bars for vehicles. A bicyclist can sit in the
Oregon. (Strcethiling box in front of traffic, where visible, and therefore, proceed
with a greater degree of safety. Both traditional loop-based and video-based vehicle detection
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can be adapted to detect bicycles waiting within the boxes to allow for actuation of the signal by
bicycles. In some municipalities, such as Portland, Oregon, a bright green color has been used
to fill in the bicycle box for added visibility. A video of these Portland bicycle boxes in use can
be viewed at http://www.streetfilms.org/archives/portland-green-bike-box/.

Railroad Crossings

Railroad crossings pose a perennial difficulty for bicyclists,
particularly when the crossing is at an acute angle with
the roadway. The tracks can “catch” a bicycle tire,
resulting in loss of control and a rider being thrown into
traffic. In Lewiston, Auburn, Lisbon and Sabattus there
are many rail crossings, a significant number of which are
along high-volume collector roads and arterials.

g Y

There are two potential solutions to this situation. The
first is the provision of rubber inserts or concrete
between the tracks and the roadway, which narrows the J5
crossing width and reduces the potential for bicycle tires
being “caught” in the track crossing. While the
rubberized crossing may provide a smoother ride, it is
more likely to result in slippery conditions when wgr...; -

!

V.

.&:-H

degrees or less, it may be necessary to widen: ,the edge
the roadway immediately prior to the crossmgfj'hls *’
widening allows for bicyclists to ad]ustiﬂrg eir cﬁéssmg
angle over railroad tracks and mlnlrgige d{i potent@{
spill.

4
travel lane

ra
.g'
L =
i «f‘l
o Bicycle crossing over railroad tracks.
(Oregon DOT)

Another d,;fﬂeﬁ!;af’ecatfonjor b;e;ycllsts‘% S i:(f ssing non-highway grade-separated crossings, such
as the Véi:e;a;fs Bridge crdssmgs over Wa‘zhﬁtreeet in Lewiston and Center Street in Auburn.
Blcyclwicansmonmg from the,si;reéts below or the overpass above to the non grade-separated
portlon ? ,RH,SseII Street or Mount%Auburn Avenue face the problem of merging with high-
speed traﬁicaﬁnd crossmg lanes t. e

«eéa‘ éJ
£ .8

“the vérpass and crossing over to the outer lane, an approach to
A,!s to strlpe the shoulder/bicycle lane exiting the overpass such that a
tight radius turn rest s ;_tﬁ’e bicyclist crossing the approach lane from the on-ramp in a
perpendicular fashion, improving visibility, and providing added safety.
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Bicycle crossing at on-ramp from grade-
separated intersection. (Oregon DOT)

‘order. In this case,
off from the

For both treatments, the turning radius should
be sufficiently small such that bicycles are
forced to slow down, but not so small that

. bicyclists could lose control of their bicycles. In
addition, proper sight distances should be
established from the point where the bicyclists
cross the travel lanes so that they can see and
can be seen from an adequate distance.
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Chapter 4: General Recommendations for Plan/2030
Vision

This Plan has been developed and endorsed by the Androscoggin Transportation Resource
Center (henceforth referred to as ATRC) in conjunction with members of staff from Lewiston,
Auburn, Lewiston and Sabattus and various stakeholders. Its purpose is to provide information
for bicycle and pedestrian facilities into the transportation plan for the ATRC region in 2030.
What follows is are recommendations for the four E’s of the Plan: Education, Encouragement,
Engineering and Enforcement:

. Education
Educate the public on the benefits of bicycling and walkmg foruchleyu;g community

goals concerning transportation, environment, health care, ec’apom . development
education, tourism, and overall quality of life. v-,; 4 *f_, 4

A. Goal: Build public consensus for bicycling and walklngsqs
personal ethic.

9,
0.0

%o

4

R/
0.0

X3

hX

5

s

B. Goal: Eﬂgagearea zes:dents. schools and businesses in the planning, implementation and
mamten nce of b:cydelpedestnan faa mgs

; Proylde technical assxsca,nce to engage school and community groups as trail
a-.i;;snewards Foiy

b o e

< Develop a unified ma;ilng list of area advocates

e Enllst'séhools, busmesses, neighborhoods, and public and private institutions in
adoptmgz{ ‘d lmﬁlementlng strategies and projects outlined in the plan

% Celebrate the completion of new facilities

Il. Encouragement

Encourage residents and visitors to bicycle and walk to meet their daily needs for
transportation and recreation.

A. Goal: Increase public awareness of the location of bicycle and pedestrian facilities.
% Develop a uniform identity through logo and signage

% Develop and distribute a regional map of the bicycling/walking network

% Develop and promote guided tours to increase residents’ familiarity with facilities
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B. Goal: Increase consideration of walking and bicycling as convenient modes of transportation
for short trips of two miles or less.

» Encourage workplace policies that support alternative commuting

*,

R/
0'0

Promote bicycling and walking as transportation to school

*

Encourage wellness programs to incorporate bicycling and walking

R/
‘0

<,

Encourage residents to bicycle and walk to community festivals

7
’0

<,

Provide adequate bicycle parking in designated activity centers

K/
*

Accommodate bicycles on buses and trains
Ill. Engineering

Develop a seamless network of bicycle and pedestrian facilit’iéélhfhat connects
neighborhoods, downtowns, schools, parks, workplaces, shopping area , and intermodal
hubs within and between municipalities.

A. Goal Plan, design, and build bicycle and pedest‘;

%+ Provide sidewalks and bikeways on designated:pt tg: rlghts of—way app priate to
their street classification, traffic volume wudth and speed A

oo
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practicable

o®

Require consideration for sidewajkvs,xpaved/éh'bﬁidé‘ﬁ‘,‘and bicycle parking in
transportation projects and new ’resldent;al and commerCIaI development

.0

R/
%®

Adopt uniform engineering smndards to gulde the“de5|gn and construction of
facilities 'f':;‘ff, o

Sl
’.’_-_

Revnse local scorlng crlterla for federally-funded transportation projects

7
0’,

L)

Consxder blcycle/pedesfrlan facilities in all transportation planning studies and at the
dqspgn/ez}glneelj;ng phase of all transportation projects

>

< Ado‘ﬁt"lahd"-’uﬁ‘é P icies that enhance the physical environment for bicycling and
walklng{brcycle ‘parking, access management, pedestrian amenities, and compact
development)

IV. Enforcement and Safety

Create a safe environment for bicycling and walking that encourages lawful and
responsible behavior which reduces the number and severity of injuries.

A. Goal: Encourage responsible and lawful behavior among pedestrians, bicyclists, motorists, and
other residents.

7

< Pinpoint and address high crash locations
¢ Update city ordinances related to the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians
¢ Deliver safety programs in schools
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R/

% Incorporate bicycle and pedestrian laws into driver education programs
% Reduce violence against bicyclists and pedestrians

B. Goal: Implement physical changes that enhance the environment for walking and bicycling.

¢ Address turning conflicts among pedestrians, bicyclists, and motor vehicles at
designated intersections (crosswalks, pedestrian signals/leading pedestrian intervals,
loop detectors, no right turn on red)

% Address site-specific barriers that discourage students from walking and bicycling to
school (sidewalks, bicycle lanes, crosswalks)

« Develop a priority list of sidewalks, bikeways, and pathways for winter and spring
maintenance

has a goal of providing tool and techniques to implementan ar 2y of
facilities that satisfy the 2030 Vision. p -
e
What follows on the next two pages are two tables E;pyiding informat
departments bfest suited for |mPIementmg the go%@'ﬁpgglgs 'cv ‘4’}‘%«, : -
as other agencies and community partners wh%@a__pfa‘;:yga;f’fg in |mpleq:l§£l}atlon of specific
facilities. ‘?‘j{a H’ i ‘

R
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Goals, Strategies, and Responsibilities

for Bicycle & Pedestrian Facilities

BikewaysiBike Routes: Create bikeways on arterial and collector roads designated on

2030 Vision

Goal/Strategy

Maps

Responsibility

Stripe wide curb lanes as bike lanes as part of routine spring
maintenance or road resurfacing projects

Shift on-street parking to one side of the street to allow for
provision of bicycle lanes

Pave shoulders as part of road reconstruction projects scheduled
in the Biennial Transportation Improvement Program or local
capital improvement programs

Adopt policy to pave shoulders on all new or reconstructed state
and local roads meeting MaineDOT/AASHTO criteria

Public Works Department

Planning Department/Community Services
Department/Public Works/Public Services Departments

Public Works/Public Services Department/Maine
Department of Transportation

Androscoggin Transpon;atlon Resource Center, City
Councils/Boards of Selectmen

Pathways: Develop an off-road network that completes street gaps, maximizes scenic assets,

and creates nelghborhood short cuts

Goal/Strategy

o z-".ia)-z

Respons:blllty

Actively apply for private, state and federal resources, such as
Transportation Enhancement grants, to build high priority projects
Adopt land-use policies to support construction of pathways on
2025 Vision Map as part of new residential, institutional, and
commercial development

Support efforts by schools, land trusts, and other community -
groups to map off-road rights-of-way and develop trails

.';:;

Androscogm Transportatlen Resource Center, Planning
and Publ'c Works/Publlc Services Departments

%Plann,ing Deparunens'@nd Planning Boards
| Planning and Public WQiiés/Public Services Departments,
Ar)dro,scoggm Transportatlon Resource Center

Sidewalks: Construct sidewalks on both SldeS of artenals and collectors within the urban core

Goal/Strategy

,<;

e
Mot

Responsibility

Complete short sidewalk gaps on arterial and collgctor roads
Include new and rehabilitated sidewalks as part-of road
reconstruction projects scheduled in the Biennial Transportatlon
Improvement Program

Develop land-use policies t5' construct sidewalks'and mternal
walkways as part of new resndenzzal mst:tutt@nal and commercnal
development : X

Publlc Works Departments

- Pubhc Works/Publlc Servnces Departments and Maine

Planning Departments and Planning Boards

Intersections: Ensure safe crossings of arterlal and collector roads that reduces bicycle and
pedestrian accidents

Goal/Strategy

Responsibility

Address design problems at hlgh crash locations
Install and maintain visible: crossmgs as part of road projects, new
commercial developments, and ;uncuons with off-road pathways

Public Works/Public Services Departments
Public Works/Public Services Departments and Maine
Department of Transportation

Pedestrian Districts: Create streetscapes in dense, mixed-use districts that encourage
bicycling and walking

Goal/Strategy

Responsibility

Implement streetscape improvements as part of downtown
revitalization, road reconstruction projects, and site review of
new residential, institutional, and commercial development
Require bike racks during site review of parks, schools, parking
garages, institutions, and new residential and commerecial
developments

Enact land-use policies that promote compact development

Planning and Public Works/Public Services Departments,
Planning Boards

Planning Departments and Planning Boards

City Councils, Boards of Selectmen, Planning

Departments, Planning Boards, Parks and Recreation
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Resources for Biking and Walking Facilities

Sources

‘“Types of Projects

Examples

Transportation projects
* Road reconstruction
* Road resurfacing

Design and engineering;
construction and rehabilitation of
sidewalks; road widening and
striping to create shoulders and
bike lanes

Hotel Road, Auburn, Turner
Street, Auburn, Route 9, Lisbon to
Sabattus

Land-use policies for
new development

* Ordinances re:
subdivisions and streets

* Impact fees or exactions

Intersection improvements;
construction of sidewalks, trails,
and pathways; acquisition of open
space

Require internal and external
pedestrian access, such as
sidewalks and walkways. Reduce
parking standards to pay for
pathways on 2030 Vision Map.
Require op,eﬁ*ﬁpace in residential

,and«:ommermal developments

Transportation
Enhancement Grants

Feasibility studies; design,
engineering, and construction, -
primarily of paved pathways ‘

: ’S'mard Park to Gas Light

' Grar;d Trunk Railroad pathway
from Main Street :to Washington
g 43

pg Aubumi Path from ﬁ%afyne
Park,
‘Lewiston, Path from Paper Mill
“’TralLto Downtown Lisbon Bates
CéHégeArea Bike Loop, Lisbon
Trail . 3

Community
Development Block
Grants-

Land acquisition; coﬂstructlon of
sidewalks and pathways in
depressed, urban areas

ELF Woods pathway, Auburn

.

River Walk connection under

Other state, federal, &

foundation grants

* Recreational Trails
Program

* Brownfields

* Land & Water.
Conservat;on Fund

* Land for Mame’s Future

. Maln/e Outdoor Herltage
Fund

Land acquisition; trail planning, -
design, construction, and
n;l_ainteﬁagc,e vy

Court: Street

Bk 37

Androscoggin Riverlands Mt.
Apatite Union Street Gully
Parkway

Local Cagltal
lmprovement ngram

Censtrt;ctlon and rehabilitation of
sidewalks, primarily on local roads;
striping of crosswalks, shoulders,

’and blke lanes

Matches for Enhancement grants
Festival Plaza, Phase Il Auburn

PublicIPrivate -

Partnerships

* Service-learning in
schools & colleges

* AmeriCorps

* Adopt-a-trail

* L/A Excels

* Androscoggin Land Trust/
LA Trails

* Healthy Androscoggin

* Bicycle Coalition of Maine

* Empower Lewiston

: Land acquisition; trail planning,

design, and construction

Trail amenities such as gateways,
signage and benches

Trail stewardship and maintenance
Wellness promotion of bicycling
and walking

Special event programming
Walking and bicycling tours

GPS mapping

Safety education

Sherwood Forest, Auburn
ELF Woods, Auburn/Franklin
Pasture, Lewiston

Thorncrag Bird Sanctuary
West Pitch Park

Payne Simard Park, Lewiston
Auburn Land Lab

Get Fit and Win
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Chapter 5: Opinions of Cost and Funding Sources
for Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities

Costs for Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities

Gorrill-Palmer Consulting Engineers, Inc. prepared preliminary opinions of probable
construction cost for various bicycle facilities for planning purposes. These opinions should not
be considered a substitute for a full survey and design of engineering plans. In addition, the
opinions do not include right-of-way acquisition, legal costs, potential wetland issues, utility
improvements/relocation or other site-specific items that may affect costs.

The following table provides costs for various components of bicygle.and pedestrian facilities.
They are based on MaineDOT standard unit costs for 2008, a typxcal referente for opinions of
cost for projects in Maine. o

Preliminary Opinions of Possible Constructlon Cost fdr Facilities
Facility

Unit cost

VDo Description (2008) Cost/mile
Sidewalks New, paved asphalt, five feet wide on both sides of $325 per linear ft | $1,720,000

road (includes the cost of granite curb and drainage)

Signage/ No widening, edge line striping plus two S|gns per $7.30%;;’ér; l\i;i’w‘ear ft

striping mile on both sides of road b A j//-' “ plus $200 per sign 310,008

Rural g i
Shoulder/ Roadway widening, five feet c:n bot.h sndgs of road $T2’5 pev iiear e $660,000

Bike Lane plus edge line striping .= = o ";

Urban 7y .

Shoulder Roadway widening, five feet on both sndes of road $370 per linear ft $1.940,000
IBike lane plus S|gnage/str|pmg (incltides new drainage) plus $200 per sign gy,
Multi-use Paved asphafl; ten to twelve feet wide, including §95 pef lineait e $510,000

pathway gradmg,,dramage, landscaping.

W
Poteﬁti_i«jfl; ,funding for B’i_;(:Ydé and Pedestrian Facilities

As with any ;Qotential transportaﬂon‘ improvements, a number of funding possibilities exist for
providing money for.bicycle and pedestrian facilities. These range from the tried-and-tested
(such as Federal Highway Funds)to the more experimental (allowing business districts to collect
parking revenue and utlhze it for transportation improvements within the district).

The Safe Accountable, FIexthe, Efficient Transportation Equity Act (SAFETEA-LU)

This wide-ranging transportation legislation was passed in August of 2005, for a five-year period.
It covers many aspects of federally-funded transportation improvements, which have been
broken into two major components as seen below:

Biennial Transportation Improvement Plan (BTIP)

Lewiston, Auburn, Lisbon and Sabattus work with ATRC to obtain state and federal money for
the BTIP program, which allocates funds for specific transportation improvements on a two-year
basis. These funds are for any type of transportation improvement, ranging from planning to
roadway construction to mass transit. While this is a viable form of funding, money tends to be
limited as it is disbursed among numerous municipalities and for many aspects of transportation.
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This money is scattered among several sources, including the Congestion Mitigation and Air
Quality Enhancement Program, Transportation Enhancement Activities, Safety Funding, National
Highway System funds, Bridge funds, Interstate Maintenance, Federal Lands funds, Recreational
Trails Program funds, National Scenic Byways funds, Congressionally-earmarked funds, etc.

Safe Routes to School Program

A key aspect of SAFETEA-LU differentiating it from previous federal transportation legislation
was the Safe Routes to School Program (SF2S), which was begun in 2006. The goal of this
program is to provide funding for walking and biking improvements for elementary and middle
school-aged youth, as they are bused or driven to school in ever higher numbers, resulting in
problems ranging from high transportation costs to traffic congestion to childhood obesity.

The funding must be for improvements within a two-mile radius @f sehqo;, which in the case of
Lewiston, Auburn and Lisbon in particular results in coverageic of. mucb oft.he ‘municipalities. The
funding is not specific, in the sense that it can be utilized fér. an\jthlnngrom pkannmg to design to

3 oF o G P PR
construction of facilities. sl;:ajg o f‘,»};’
Vil hp A 7 A F #
b «t f S5 ; 2 .t / > 3 ' g

Maine is to receive a total of five million dollars over five yars aﬁ part of thls*program it should
be noted that even five million dollars for pedestrian and b}cycle}facm';les while useful ‘when
spread throughout a state with several hundred mumcrpalltt€s cdmpetmg for funds, results in
small amounts of funding for a specific project. y , :) ‘,’..z‘;e';:'; 9

Given the relatively small level of funding avallakgie, st is strongfy recomme;ngéd that Lewiston,
Auburn, Lisbon, Sabattus and the other AVCOG. commumtzeswork to secure SR2S funds for
planning purposes. This money would allow fpr a pul;ilc proc’eSSJand could provide communities
with an opportunity to create a comprehensn\?efpian,father than a |§' ecemeal approach which
has frequently been the case.

Community Development Bleck Grant Funds

Administered through the E)epartment ofHousmg and Urban Development (HUD), the
Community ’Deve}epmgnt Block Grant Program (CDBG) allows for funds to be disbursed to
commumﬁes either directly from;HUD or thro‘ugh states to accomplish various infrastructure
or housing 1mprovements Commumtles receiving CDBG funds may use the funds for many
kinds of communlty development act|v1t|es including, but not limited to:

< AchISitlon oépropeny for pub"ilc purposes

< Construcﬁ;on or reconstructlon of streets, water and sewer facilities, neighborhood centers,
recreation ﬁcllntes, and. other public works

< Demolition .»‘,j,’.’;’ ;

% Rehabilitation of public and private buildings

% Public services

< Planning activities

% Assistance to nonprofit entities for community development activities

%+ Assistance to private, for profit entities to carry out economic development activities
(including assistance to micro-enterprises).

The breadth of potential for projects using CDBG funds is wide enough to allow for bicycle and
pedestrian improvements to be included, either through acquisition of property for new
facilities, demolition of structures to allow for construction of facilities, or planning for new
facilities. Lewiston and Auburn in particular have long utilized CDBG funds for downtown
enhancement projects of all sorts.
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Local Transportation Funds

Each municipality has funds set aside each year for public works improvements, which can range
from new roadways to sewer separation to lighting improvements. While municipalities have
direct control over these funds, public works dollars tend to be a small amount of overall
funding. A review of the Lewiston and Auburn budgets, both currently available, confirm this
trend. For example, the Public Works budget for the City of Lewiston for FY 2008-2009 is 8.5
percent of overall City spending. Auburn, at approximately seven percent of overall spending,
carries an even lower amount.

Other Funding Options

Municipalities have begun exploring several other funding options. Again, given the limitations of
state, federal and local general funds, communities in the ATRC r“ggtgn :may-wish to explore
these options in addition to the general funding currently ayailable.*

wz»

Tax Increment Financing Districts

Tax increment financing districts (TIF Districts) are property-specif ¢ locations. wheré a, £/
community works with the property owners to set aside p%'opet;t); taa)( revenues for the
purposes of specific infrastructure improvements. These funds remain ‘with the mumcnpallty,
which can bond for improvements and pay off the bonds:with the tax révenues from the
developments. This method is often utilized as an economlc development tool, but does not
have to be limited to improvements for utilities or’motonzed ‘vehicles. Auburn, which has
participated in TIF districts frequently, recent,!y construé ed the Auburn Mall Master Plan
roadway and related improvements through the de5|gnat|on of a TIF district. These
improvements included landscaping uggrades and the pf'ov15|og1 of sidewalks and bicycle lanes.

Impact Fees

Although not typically-utilized in ATRC-area municipalities, impact fees have proven to be a
useful fundlng tool for ‘many | Maine cemmumtles, including Portland, Old Orchard Beach,
Brunswicksand ‘most not&bly, Scax;borougb A ‘municipality determines the cost of infrastructure
|mpr0Vﬁments as well as a method. of apportionment by projects that will benefit from said
|mpro,,venjxenfgs as they enter t”be)pla;;nlng and approvals pipeline.

While most often_utlllzed for utthty or roadway improvements, the side benefits to these
improvements can be new sidewalks or bicycle lanes. The advantage to this method of funding
is fairness. Each. new éeveiopment enters the process paying only for its share of the
improvements. As the improvements are ultimately made under the auspices of the
municipality, it can alse allow for regional improvements as opposed to spot improvements.
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Chapter 6: Implementation Recommendations

While the identification of different facilities and funding mechanisms may provide some options
for Lewiston, Auburn, Lisbon and Sabattus, additional recommendations may be useful in
implementing these facilities.

Connectivity: A Top Priority
Population Centers

In particular, the downtowns of the four communities have high population density and lower
rates of automobile ownership. As such, it is important to provide facilities in these areas, as
they have the greatest potential for use. -

Between Facilities

9
e

The most consistent comment that arose during the pubhc process,«=b’oth'it{‘discussions with
stakeholders as well as members of the Committee, was that: co,lme,;tMty of fac&iltles iS .
paramount. Due to the constraints of funding of transpormtlon/lmprovements, items:such as
multi-use paths, bicycle lanes, paved shoulders and mdewaljgs all ;ooﬁ,often begin and:termmate
abruptly, often resulting in walkers and bicyclists suddenly‘be ihngorcedto share travel space

with faster and larger motorized vehicles. e F
,)){;(, ;J«} we ,'A‘.)’)/J!

It is recommended for Lewiston, Auburn, Lisbop‘and Sabattus to |dentffy gaps in facilities and
make the closure of these facilities a top priority. “The f@ﬂowmg examples illustrate certain key
locations needing connections in each of the ATRC mum,gﬂpalmes

% Auburn: Connecting Riverwalk toithe pathway frontlng thae F-Illton Garden Hotel leading to
West Pitch Fork Park by prowdmg a‘connection. under,rxeath the Longley Bridge

* Lewiston: Connecting Payne’ Slmard Park to Gas nght Park via bicycle lanes on Lincoln
Street or a multi-use path a‘leng the Androscoggin River

% Lisbon: Cormecung the Paper Mlﬂ and Rlcker trails to downtown Lisbon via the Maine

,,,,,

< Sabattus. Prowdlng blcyx:le connectlons as far as Lisbon along or near Route 9

/!/

Between Commumt:es

Tt §
Connectw;ty ls about more thz;n SImpIy providing access from one facility to another. In
addition to sn aller connections, the tenor of discussion during the public process related to the
need to recogrize that bicyeling in particular is a viable means of transportation, and as such,
should be reflected i in fac;lmes in the ATRC area. As the connections along Route 9 in Sabattus
above indicate, it is |mportant to provide bicycle access from one community to another. This is
best done either along current arterials or dedicated right-of-way, such as alongside railroad
lines. In the case of the former, a major route should have sufficient paved shoulders or bicycle
lanes along with guidance signage. In the case of the latter, sufficient separation and barriers
should be provided that satisfy basic safety concerns as well as those of the railroad, if it is an
active freight or rail line.

East Coast Greenway

The East Coast Greenway (ECG) is an organization whose goal is to ultimately provide an off-
road bicycle-specific facility of the same name that is roughly comparable in length and
connectivity to U.S. Route |, from Key West, Florida to Calais, Maine. Currently, the goal is to
provide a complete bicycle route along this corridor, transitioning to a separate pathway if and

Bridging the Gaps: 2008 Update Page 31 B Ton

i fm:nm-uf«wmm



when funds allow.

The mapping provides the intended on-road location for ECG through Lewiston and Lisbon.
The route, as planned, would head north from Brunswick through Topsham to Lisbon and then
Lewiston, where it would continue to Greene and eventually to Augusta. While the route is
currently shown as being entirely on-road, it is recommended that any multi-use trails paralleling
the current route be formally adopted as part of ECG, including Railroad Park in Lewiston and
the Ricker and Paper Mill trails in Lisbon.

Ordinances and Comprehensive/Master Plans

Local Ordinances/Site Development Process

Each community can provide language within their ordinances thats upports bicycling and
walking, especially language that would allow for development of ',xc)'d“e%an”é ‘pedestrian facilities
within the site development review process. For example, if rig t—e:f-way does not currently
allow for development of sidewalks or shoulders/bicycle !anes along a crmcal arterial or
collector road, the Ordinance could reqmre that a new srte prov@e; lt’ional mght-of-way to

7

employers encourage bicycle and pedestrlan commutmg w1t]1 ertzln measures, dlscussedlater
in this section. -’f«’z—" it v

The Ordinances can also provide language about impéct fees, TIF dlstncts, parking districts and
other aspects of funding that may allow for develﬁpment of ﬁicycle and pedestrlan facilities. It is
preferable to provide this language within a Town or Cltys Ordmance, as'it allows project
applicants for various projects to plan ahead for thelr reqﬁlrements. .

Comprehensive/[Master Plans " 3 P

Lewiston, Auburn, Lisbon and Sabattus each have comprehenswe plans that act as guides for the
ongoing development of each respective community for a period of approximately ten years
(the plans are updated onca per decade, typically). The plans cover many aspects of community
development, mcludmg transportatlon ldeaﬂy, the comprehensive plans will either modify or
adopt oumght the recommendauons con;amed in this Plan.

In add’mon. some communltles, such as Lew1ston and Auburn, adopt more detailed Master Plans
for spectf' i portzons of their communltles, such as New Auburn or the Lewiston/Auburn
downtown area. Again, con5|stency between various plans will allow for a more effective push
to allocate fund;ng for. constructlen and enhancement of pedestrian and bicycle facilities.

b v v'l,2 ';.‘ '» /‘ ¥

Transportation' Bemand Management Programs: Encouraging Travel by
Bicycle and on Foot

Another policy-based measure that communities can utilize for promoting the use of bicycles
and pedestrians is the use of Transportation Demand Management (TDM) programs. Taking
several different forms, TDM programs strive to reduce the volume of vehicular traffic on City
and Town streets, typically through the use of alternate modes of travel or rideshare. These
programs, therefore, can by used to provide additional incentives for traveling by bicycle and on
foot.

Typically, the programs are a requirement of municipalities for employers to fulfill. In addition,
the municipalities may take part in them. They typically consist of the provision of a
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Transportation Coordinator who oversees the execution of the program and typically reviews it
on an annual basis for efficacy.

The programs may encourage bicycle and pedestrian travel in a variety of ways. As an increasing
number of employers are resorting to use of structured parking, particularly in downtown
Lewiston and Auburn, costs for storage of vehicles has become significant. For each employee
who does not travel by car, the potential for a parking space is removed. The City should
encourage employers to examine costs for parking and determine if incentives can be provided
to employees that will offset the costs. For example, an employer could do drawings once or
twice a year for those employees not driving to work more than fifty percent of the time. The
winner of the drawing would receive a new bicycle, courtesy of a local bicycle shop, or new
walking shoes from a local shoe store. In addition, provisions at places of employment, such as
showers, lockers, and secure storage areas for bicycles would furghér. encourage employees.

» »‘ -&
W 7, L
Wl ol K B

It is important to note that travel by foot or bicycle constltutes regular exerCIse as well, and
while this may be an obvious fact, if employers can prove to msuran;:e mpa_mes that a good
number of employees are fit due to regular exercise, it could ‘have thé additibnét benefit of
reducing health insurance premiums. In addition, healthier employees are tyglcaﬂy ‘more

productive, requiring fewer sick days.
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